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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 6/29/04 have been fully read and considered 
but they are not persuasive. 

An interview was conducted on June 28, 2004, and after further 
consultations and consideration of the pending claims, the reasons for 
maintaining the rejection in response to the applicant's remarks are discussed 
below. 

Regarding lines 15-17 on page 8 of applicant's arguments, applicant 

discloses that Yagasaki does not teach the motion vector-prediction based on 

motion vectors of blocks adjacent to the target block. The examiner respectfully 
disagrees. As stated before in the previous Office Action, Lynch discloses the 
predicting means for predicting a motion vector of a target block based on motion 
vectors of a plurality of blocks adjacent to the target block, as disclosed in fig. 17 
and col. 10, ln.23 to col.11, ln.4, where the "PREDICTION" or the prediction of the 
motion vector is predictively done, and that fig. 14 shows that the target block 
motion vector was predicted for accurately predicting the image data, especially 
in the MPEG interframe encoding/decoding environment when obtaining the 
motion vector between a current frame and a reference frame. Also, Lynch's 
fig. 5 discloses that a frame with the shaded area of interest has, for instance, 
four blocks that are obtained, utilized for predicting a motion vector. 

Yagasaki was used for further supporting the teachings of Lynch in that 
Lynch does not disclose the prediction of a motion vector values of blocks 
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adjacent to the target block of the same frame, but Yagasaki teaches the motion 
vectors of adjacent blocks to the target block in the same frame are implemented 
for obtaining a predicted motion vector, as disclosed in col. 18, In. 1-13. Further, 
in Yagasaki's fig. 1 A, one can observe the frame's target block is in the center 
and in fig.1B, the motion vector is obtained, where there are more than two 
blocks used. Besides, the term "plural" is defined as of, relating to, or 
constituting a word form used to denote more than one". So, two or more is the 
definition of plural ((c)2000 Zane Publishing, Inc. and Merriam-Webster, 
Incorporated). Certainly, Yagasaki teaches that its teachings can be modified by 

one of ordinary skilled in the art (colT22^ln,3-10)^-Therefore^it would have been — - 

obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of Lynch and 
Yagasaki, as a whole, for accurately predicting motion vectors so as to efficiently 
produce clear, high quality images for viewing and saving financial costs 
(Yagasaki col.3, In. 54-61). 

Regarding lines 14-17 on page 9 of applicant's remarks, applicant asserts 
that Lynch does not disclose the determining the accuracy of the prediction 
based on degrees of non-uniformity of the motion vectors. The examiner 
respectfully disagrees. As previously stated, col.11, In. 18-22 and fig. 17, note 
"MODE" is determined and motion vector calculator 111 determines the 
prediction accuracy based on non-uniformity of the plural motion vectors. And, 
Lynch discloses that there are plural, different motion vectors moving in different 
directions, as disclosed in col.3, In. 18-22, so, Lynch suggests the calculation or 
determination of the accuracy of the prediction based on degrees of non- 



Application/Control Number: 09/348,165 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2613 

uniformity of the motion vectors to properly determine the interframe pictures 
during prediction. Further, Yagasaki also teaches the need for providing a 
method for coding/decoding image data with determining accuracy of the 
prediction of images with various degrees of motion vectors, different motion 
vectors (ie. non-uniformity of plural motion vectors), as disclosed in col.3, In. 54- 
61 . Thus, the teachings of Lynch and Yagasaki meet the broad limitations of the 
claims. 

Regarding the last paragraph on page 9 of applicant's remarks about the 
dependent claims, the dependent claims are rejected for the same reasons as 
discussed in the above paragraphs and in the rejection below, 

Furthermore, the test for obviousness is not whether the features of a 
secondary reference may be bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary 
reference; nor is it that the claimed invention must be expressly suggested in any 
one or all of the references. Rather, the test is what the combined teachings of 
the references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. See In 
re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). Since both Lynch and 
Yagasaki pertain to the same video encoding/decoding environment, it is 
reasonable to combine the teachings together as a whole for producing the 
present invention. 

The examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed 
invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found 
either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to 
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one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1 596 
(Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). 

Also, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references 
individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See 
In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 
F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Since both Lynch and Yagasaki 
pertain to the same video encoding/decoding environment, it is reasonable to 

a 

combine the teachings together as a whole for producing the present invention. 

Regarding lines-18-20 on page 9 r applieant states that the examiner 

recognizes that the present invention is patentably distinctive over Lynch and 
Yagasaki. As stated in the interview summary, the examiner considered the 
discussion of the teachings of Lynch and Yagasaki, but never indicated the 
present invention is patentably distinctive but appears to be distinctive, "Attorney 
Beckers discussed Lynch and Yagasaki and pointed out the differences versus 
the present invention that appears to be distinctive over the references, but 
further search and consideration is required." The examiner has taken all of the 
information and discussions into consideration, and have explained the reasons 
for maintaining the rejection in the above paragraphs and the rejection below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
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be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

2. Claims 11-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lynch (5,198,901) in view of Yagasaki (5,428,396). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Lynch discloses a motion vector decoding device for 
decoding an encoding result which is obtained by encoding motion vectors of 
respective blocks obtained by partitioning each frame of moving image data, 
comprising: predicting means for predicting a motion vector of a target block 
based on motion vectors of a plurality of blocks adjacent to the target block 

(fig:177note TREDICTIONMs d^ 

predicted, also, fig. 5, Lynch illustrates a frame with a shaded area of interest, 
where the information from the four blocks are obtained and utilized for predicting 
a motion vector); determining means for determining accuracy of a prediction 
made by said predicting means based on degrees of non-uniformity of the 
plurality of motion vectors (col.1 1, In. 18-22 and fig. 17, note "MODE" is 
determined, also note fig. 17, element 111); and decoding means for decoding 
the motion vector of the target block by using a result of the prediction made by 
said predicting means with a decoding method determined based on a result of 
the determination made by said determining means (note fig. 17, element 98 is a 
decoding means, a variable length decoder). 

Although Lynch does not specifically disclose the prediction of a motion 
vector is based on motion vector values of blocks adjacent to the target block of 
the same frame, however, Yagasaki teaches the prediction of a motion vector is 



Application/Control Number: 09/348,165 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2613 

based on motion vector values of blocks adjacent to the target block of the same 
frame (col. 18, In. 1-13, Yagasaki discloses that motion vector values of adjacent 
blocks to the target block in the same frame are utilized for determining a motion 
vector). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to combine the teachings of Lynch and Yagasaki as a whole for accurately 
predicting motion vectors so as to efficiently produce clear, precise images for 
viewing and saving costs. 

Note claims 12-13 and claims 20-22 have similar corresponding elements. 
Also, note dependent claims 14-16 are rejected for the same reasons as set forth 
above for-independent claims-1 -1—1-3, — — - 

Regarding claims 17-19, Lynch discloses the plural decoding means 
(col. 10, ln.47-48, Lynch discloses that motion compensation can be done in 
numerous ways as shown in figs. 12, 15 and 16, where the decoding of the 
motion vector can be done in several ways, thus implies there are multiple ways 
of decoding) and the selecting means (col.11, In. 18-22, Lynch discloses the 
mode information is used for applying the proper decoding means). 

Regarding claim 23, Lynch discloses the determination of the first absolute 
value of difference, the second absolute value of difference and the third 
absolute value of difference (in fig. 17, note BMv, FMv and FMv from AO Mv 
calculated result are the first, second and third motion vector values used for 
obtaining the first, second and third absolute value of difference, where the 
values are compared with the threshold in elements 104 and 105 to see if the 
absolute value of differences are accurate). 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

1. Claim 5 is allowed. 

2. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable 
subject matter: the applicant has rewritten claim 5 into an independent form such 
that the current claim 5 incorporates the previous limitations of the claim 1 . Since 
there are no prior art references that teach or suggest the combination of 
limitations as disclosed in the current claim 5, it is considered patentable. 

Conclusion 

3. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of 

time policy as set-forth -in-37-GFR-1-!36(-a-): 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Allen Wong whose telephone number is (703) 
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306-5978. The examiner can normally be reached on Mondays to Thursdays 
from 8am-6pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Christopher Kelley can be reached on (703) 305-4856. 
The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 



free). 
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11/15/04 



